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PREFACE 

Fiscal Year 1975 was a kind of watershed in the history of Title I of 
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act» It was the end of ten years and, 
under new legislative authority, the beginning of a new era. The fundamental 
purpose as enunciated in the original Public Law 89-10 remained unchanged: 
to assist local education agencies (LEA's) with high concentrations of children 
from.lpw-income families to meet "the special educational needs of educationally 
deprived children." The major changes in the law extending Title T-'-Public Law 
93-380, or the Education Amendments oi: 1974---ref lect primarily a strengthened 
emphasis on parent involvement and program evaluation. 

This report is organised to provide maximum access to the data submitted 
by the LEA's in project applications and end-o£«-program evaluation reports. 
Salient information on the Fiscal Year 1975 Title I program in Maryland and 
the evaluation results are presented in the Highlights section at the beginning 
of the report. Chapter I contains descriptions and tables relating to the 
participants, the budgets, and the staffing of the program. Budgets ar^ pro- 
vided for lea's and for the State according to account number and program 
component. Chapter II describes the procedures employed by the State Title I 
staff in administering the program in the State's 24 LEA*s. Chapter III contains 
information on the involvement of parents and local agencies and organizations 
in the program. 

Chapter IV is the heart of the report: narrative explanations a*id tables 
presenting the achievement results of the participants in the program. We 
believe that this report presents solid evidence of the educational efficacy 
of the Title I program in Maryland. 
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HIGHLIGHTS 



Administration and Finance * 

•Maryland received a Fiscal Year 1975 allocation of $ 26,786,951 under Title I . 
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act for the operation of programs 
for educationally disadvantaged students in schools having a high concent ra*' 
tion of low-income families. 

• The number of LEA's with school-level parent advisory councils increased from 
18 in Fiscal Year 1974 to 24 (all LEA^s) in Fiscal Year 1975. 

• The administration of Title I by the State Education Agency continued to be 
marked by close contact between State regional specialists^ and local staff 
through frequent monitoring visits, communications, meetings, and workshops. 

Participants and Services ^ 

• Supplementary programs of compensatory education supported by Title I funds 
served a total of 64,618 students in the Staters 24 LEA^s. 



• More than 70 percent of the students served participated at the kindergarten 
through grade three levels. 

• Instrtictional prbgrams l^^ readiness, reading, and mathematics 
accounted for nearly 75 percent of all program funds. 

• Title I programs in Maryland employed 2,417 teacher aides to reinforce the 
instruction of classroom teachers. Individual and small-group Instruction 
by the aides was based on a diagnosis of the specific needs of each Title I 
pupil conducted by the classroom teacher with the assistance of reading 
specialists and resource teachers. 

• More than 75 percent „p„f,^ received some health services to enable 
"themto benefit fully from the instructional program. 

Reading Achievement Results 

• The statewide average rates of growth for second- and thirdrgrade children 
in ESEA Title I Programs for Fiscal Years 1974 and 1975 (Graph 1) continued 
to increase toward the State goal of 10 months per year as follows: 

Grade 2 - from a rate of growth of 8 months in 1974 to 
9 months in 1975. 

Grade 3 - from a rate of growth of 7 months in 1974 to 
9 months in If/ 75. 

• The statewide average percentages of students tested who made 10 months 
growth per year of inn tnictlon during Fiscal Years 1974 and 1975 (Graph 2) 
have Increa^? ! as follows: ' ^ 

Grade 2 - from 32 percent in 1974 to 41 percent in 1975. 

Grade 3 - from 31 percent in 1974 to 42 percent in 1975. 



Graph 1. Statewide Average Rate of iBrowth of Children 
in ESEA, Title I Programs in ^Maryland- for Fiscal Years 

1974, and^l.97-5^irs Tlea^^^^ by Standardized 
* Achievement Tests: Grades 2 and 3» 

Reading Comprehension 
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Graph 2 . Percent of Students Tested Achieving Ten Months' Growth Per Year 
(10 Months) of Instruction for Fiscal Years 1974 and 1975: 
Grades 2 and 3, Reading Comprehension 




I . PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 

The Title I program in Maryland concentrated during Fiscal Year 1975 on 
instruction in language arts (reading) for students with special educational 
needs in the first, second, and third grades. Developmental readiness for 
children in kindergarten received somewhat less attention in 23 of the 24 LEA's. 
Sixteen LEA's included a mathematics component in their regular term projects. 

Participants 

Projects operated during the summer of 1974 and the 1974-75 school year 
served a total of 64,618 students in 320 public and 49 nonpublic schools. Of 
the total participants, 61 > 927 attended public schools and 2,691 attended non- 
public schools. 

Table 1 gives the number of participants bjT grade level. Table 2 provides 
a breakdown of participants and allocations by LEA^s. 

Budgets 

Instruction accounted for 74.4 percent of the approved Title I budgets 

I 

in the State. Out of the $20,959,852 budgeted for instruction and evaluation, 
71.2 percent supported language arts and 20.5 percent went for developmental 
r.eadiness. Instruction in mathematics accounted for 4.6 percent of Title I 
funds for instruction. Sixteen LEA's had a mathematics component in their 
Title I projects. 

— ^v-.Ewaluation accounted for 3.7 percent of the total State program funds. 
Two lea's — Anne Arundel and Wicomico counties — budgeted no Title I funds 
for evaluation. Out oZ the State total of $776,315 budgeted for evaluation, 79.4 
percent was spent by Baltimore City. Budgets by account number and by program 
category are presented in Tables 3 and 4. 

...... .4-, ■ 



staff 

During the 1974-75 school year, 3,472.5 full-time equivalent staff members 
were employed to develop, implement, and evaluate the Title I projects. Staff 
assigned as teacher aides totaled 2,417.3, or 69.6 percent of all Title I staff. 
These aides worked in the classroom with Title I children individually and in 
small groups to reinforce the instruction of the teacher in the basic skills* 

The distribution of teachers across the grade levels reflects the program 
emphasis on the primary leyel,^._,Only Baltimore City included prekindergarten 
and kindergarten teachers. The Washington County project employed five prekin- 
dergarten teachers. One-third of the school systems employed elementary school 
teachers in their projects. 

Table 5 is a breakdown of Title I project staff by 22 categories. 

Supportive Services 

Health services were provided as part of the Title I program by 21 of the 
24 lea's at a total cost of $665,519, according to Tables 3 and 6. Medical 
and dental care thus represent the largest area of supportive services. Table 6 
gives the number of participants receiving supportive services by category. 
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Table 1. ESEA Title I Participants by Grade Level. Fiscal Year 1975* 



Grade Level 


Sutmner Term Only 


Regular Term Only 


Sumner and Regular Term 


Public 


Nonpublic 


?ablic 


Nonpublic 


public 


Nonpublic 


Prek. 




11 . 


2,279 








K 


639 


38 


8,994 


322 


765 




1 

1 


780 


11 


11,386 


577 


. .-876 


• — „ 




886 


21 


11,889 


633^ 


946 




3 


884 


14 


11,715 


578"- 


• 1,015 




4 


483 ... 


13 


' 6,538 


361 


667 ' 




0^ 5 




4 


'; 360. 

i 


6 




• 


6 




]1_ _ 


J 151 


9 










5 


! 








H 8 




5 


\ 

\ 








i\ 9 

i ' 




5 


\ 








i';10 




19 


\ 

\ 












18 










1 "12 




"i- 


i 








j Ungraded 






'674 


8 






"■'t""""'"Totais' 


3,672 


197 ■ 


53,986 


2,494 


4,269 





*Source; LEA evaluation reports. Public; 61;927 

Nonpublic; 2,691 
Grand Total: 64,618 



Table 2, Number of Title 1 Participants by Local Education Agency 

Fiscal Year 1975 



— ^Local-Unit — 




Number of Title I Participants 












Al 1nrflf1nri<2 










Suninier ai 
fSclio 


id Reeular 
3.LTBI1 .,.„. 




Summer Term Only 




)' Tprm flnlv 


♦ 


Public 


Nonpublic 


lit 

■ 


lonpublic 


Public 


Nonpublic 




Total State 


3,672 


197 


53,986 


2,494 






$26,786,951.27 


A 1 Ion onxr 

Aiiegany 






752 


CI. 








niiuc arunQci 






565 


88 








Ddiiiiuorc ticy 


2,198 




J,994 


1,419 


7 R1? 




1 691 811 84 


Baltimore; 


239 


197 • 


2,331 


300 






Calvert 






445 


30 






328,940.25 


(jdroiiuc 






m 




385 




270,573.16 


uarroii 








J 






A 4 n 4 A A / P 

318,100,65, 


uecii 






985 


30 






379,177.64 


Charles 






975 


65 






Aoc nil 00 
40j,U/6.i^ 


Dorchester 






442 








320.602.10 


Frederick 






666 


52 






475,483.34 


Garrett 






CAT 

597 








345il99.66 


Harford 






1 276 








597,845.78 


Howard 






598 


11 






193,653.67 


Kent 






351 








l/t8 419 Ift 


Montgomery 


1,235 




2,009 


to 






4 AMit AAA Al> 

1,275,320.95 


rrince beorge s 






' 4,986 


278 






A A^A AliMi 

2,368,244.74 


Queen Anne's 






m 




408 




175,309.73 


St. Mary's 






946 


90 






538,644.87 


Somerset 






358 








326,438.80 


Talbot 






309 


12 






242,640.34 


Washington 






1,603 


46 






714,788.42 


Wicomico 






630 


M 






558,447.99 


Worcester 








11 


664' 




316,849.92 
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Table 3, Budget by Account Mumber ■ Fiscal Year 197') 



Local Unit 










Attendance 




Health 








Administration 


I 


Instruction 


I 


Services 


I 


Services 


I 


rransportation 


I 




(100) 




(200) 




(300) 




(400) 




(500) 




Total State 


$ 1,718,509.23 


7,2 


$ 17,827,758.31 


74.4 

'TIT 


$ 556.955.00 


2.3 


$ 665,519.00 


2.8 


g 109.600.00 


.5 




17.130 00 


4 0 


340.070 00 


80 7 






mm 




2 500-00 

4 , Jvv . Mm 


6 

. M 


Anne Arundel 


3i;963.00 


2.9 


919,083.78 


83.3 






10,000.00 


.9 


3,767.00 


.3 


Baltimore City 


1,336,734.00 


10.0 


^ -02,903.00 


71.7 


25,500.00 


.2 


500,200.00 


3.8 


73,700.00 


.5 


Baltimore 


44,500.00 


4.0 


^9,652.00 


71.7 






6,000.00 


.5 


4,000.00 


.4 


Calvert 


4,003.00 


l.f 


,,39.14 


74.4 


- 




13,011.00 


5.1 


2,200,00 


.9 


Cflrollnp 

VU4 V ^ MIC 


10.828.00 


6 4 


J4.276.60 


80 0 






3 300 00 


2 0 


1 500.00 

i. , w W tMM 


.9 


Carroll 


1,825.00 


1.0 


158,785.00 


82.7 






200.00 


.1 


m m 


mm 


Cecil 


1,460.00 


.5 


231,671.63 


85.2 


mm 




8,800.00 


3.2 


3,613.00 


1.3 


Charles 


4,950.00 


1.0 


434,013.64 


89.6 


- 




2,000.00 


.4 


m m 


mm 


Dorchester 


8,055.23 


2.4 


174,003.00 


52.0 


11,060.00 ' 


3.3 


12,400.00 


3.7 


m m 


mm 






9 n 




7Q 7 






1 nnn nn 




m m 


m m 


Garrett 


24,000.00 


12.9 


132,041.52 


71.0 




m m 


12,000.00 


6.5 


mm 


m m 


Harford 


29,100.00 


7.8 


I 288,125.00 


76.7 




" 




■ ■ 


m m 


m M 


Howard 


19,712.00 


15.0 


94,594,00 


72.1 




■ m 


2,000.00 


1.5 


600.00 


.5 


Kent 


200.00 


.2 


90,100.00 


89.1 




■ «■ 


- 




m m 


■ m 


noubgoinery 


Ji, iJO.UU 




oni A9n nn 


Rn L 




1 Q 


L nnn nn 


A 

• T 


m m 




Prince George's 




■ m 


. 1,800,254.00 


70.0 


430,400,00 


16.8 


30,000.00 


1.2 




— 


Queen Anne's 


' 16,150.00 


11.7 


81,326.00 


59.0 


17,950,00 


13.0 


600.00 


.4 


m m 




St. Mary's 


27,059.00 


8.7 


239,759.00 


77.0 


• m 


• VP 


9,865.00 


3.2 


5i220.00 


1.7 


Somerset 


7,850.00 


3.7 


159,651.00 


74.3, 


7,059.00 


3.3 


11,137.00 


5.2 


mm 


mm 


Talbot 


17,946.00 


11.0 


123,610.00 


75.8 


mm 




6,043.00 


3.7 


500.00 


.3 


Washington 


28,850.00 


6.8 


273,025.00 


64.8 


46,000.00 ■ 


10.9 


10,000.00 


2.4 


8,500.00 


2.0 


Vicomico 


3,000.00 


.9 


267,590.00 


82.0 


m m 


m m 


13,150.00 


4.0 


3,500.00 


1.1 


Worcester 


3,600,00 


1.7 


. 182,553.00 


84.3 


m m 


m» 


9,813.00 


4.5 


m m 
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Table 3. Budget by Account Number - Fiscal Year 1975 (Continued) 



Local Unit 


Operation 

of Plant 
(600) 


I 


Maintenance 

of plant 

(700) 


I 


Fixed 

Charges 
(800) 


X 


Food 

Services 
(900) 


I 


Student Body 

Activities 
(1000) 


I 


Total State 


$ 5,193.42 


.02 


$ 75,544.00 


.3 


$2,750,458.15 


11.5 


9 57,090.00 


.2 


$ 19,032.00 


.07 


Allegany 
Anne Arundel 
Bflltiniore City 
Baltimore 
Calvert 


1,200.00 

mm 
mm 

mm 

200.00 


.3' 

* m 
«t m 

• * 

.1 


2,000.00 
4,000.00 
43,800.00 

mm 

6,880.00 


.5 
.4 
.3 

2.7 


58,755.00 
' 126,561.03 
1,634,441.00 
86,542.00 
20,150.00 


13.9 
11.5 
12.3 
7.8 
8.0 


1,000.00 
50,040.00 
850.00 

mm 


m m 

.1 

.4 
.1 


mm 
mm 
mm 
mm 
mm 


mm 

m » 

■mm 
mm ' 


Caroline 

Carroll 

Cecil 

Charles 

Dorchester 


125.00 

mm 

50.00 

mm 
m^ 


.1 

mm 

.02 

mm 
mm 


300.00 

mm 

350.00 

■ « 

mm 


.2 

mm 

.1 

mm 
m m 


15,260.00 
22,000.00 
25,085'.00 
41,740.00 
34,195.46 


9.1. 
11.5 
9.2 
8.6 
11.1 


m m 
k ■ 
■ ■ 




mm 

300.00 
400.00 

mm 


.2 

.1 ■ 

* m 

V m ' 


Frederick 

Garrett 

Harford 

Howard 

Kent" 


mm 
mm 

m m 

IBM ^ 


mm 

'tm 
mm 

' 1 


mm 

mm. 

«^ 

mm, 


w% 
« m 
m m 
m m 
m m 


32,950.00 
16,700.00 
39,638.00 
9,198.44 
10,454.58 


10.5 
9.0 
10.6 
7.0 
10.3 


mm 




mm 
m m 

1,000,00 
. 2,000.00 


m m 

,3 

1.5 . 


Montgomery 
Prince George's 
Queen Anne's 
: St, Mary's 
SoBfirset 


mm \] 

• 

mm 

450.00 
" i 


m,»> 

.1 


m ^ 

■mm 

i 500.00 


m m 
mm 
m m 

.2 


• 120,337.00 
288,443.00 
20,099,00 
27,5.08.20 
24,177.44 


12.1 
11.2 
14.6 
8.8 
11.3 


. 200.00 


.1 


mm 

11,000.00 
200.00 

3,832.00 


.4 
.1 

mm 

1.8 


Talbot 
'Washingtott 
tflcomico 
'sWorcester 


mm 

3,000.0i^' 
" 1 

mm 


\ .7 

m m 


150.00 
3,000.00 

14,561.00 


.1 

.7 
6.7 


14,163.00 
44,000.00 
38,060.00 

m m 


8.7 
10.4 
11.7 

mm 


mm 

5,000.00 

mm 
mm 


mm 

1.2 


300.00 

m m 
mm 


■ • 

mm 
mm 
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3. Budget by Account - Fiscal Year 1975 (Continued) 



Local unit 


Comunity 
















Equipment 








Services 


I 


Sites 


I. 


Buildings 


I 


Remodeling 


I 


Instruction 


I 


Other 


I 




(UOO) 




(1210) 




(1220) 




(1222) • 




(1230) 








Total State 


$ 74,690.00 


.3 




m m 


■ m 


• 




mm 


$ 109,598.00 


,5 


$ 2.252.00 


.01 

1 w* 


AUeganv 


■ * 






m m 


mm t 






mm 


mm 


m m 


mm 


m'm , 


Airne Arundel 


6,500,00 


.6 




m m 


m m 




■ ■ 


mm 


m m 


mm- 


m m 


■im m 


Baltimore City 


28,000.00 


.2 




m m 


mm 




■ ■ 


m m 


50^.000.00 


A 


m m 


■mum. 


Baltimore 


600.00 


.05 




mm 


mm 








15|f)0,00 


1.4 


« M 




Calvert 


13,600.00 


5.4 




mm 


■ m^ 








4,117.00 


1.6 


■ m 




Piifftlfno 


inn nn 


0 

$i- 
















1 1 
ill 






Carroll 


8,97.0.00 


4.7 




m m 






m m 




' mm 


m m 


m m 


mm 


Ceciai 


400:;00 


.1 




mm 






mm 




m m 


mm 


" 


m^m. 


Charles 


1,500..00 


.3 




:mm 






m m 




mm 


mm 


* m 




Dorchester 


9,520:.00 


2.8 










m m 




'■ ,mm 


mm 


mm 






1 500' 00 


5 






















Garrett 


mm ' 


^m 










m m 




1,000.00 


.5 


m m 




Harford 


mm 


0im 




mm 






mm 




17,:550.00 


4.7 




... 


Howard 


200,00 


.2 




m m 






■ W' 




2,750.00 


2.1 


m m 


... 


Kent , 


100.00 


.1 










-• 






mm 


mm 
























1 

• 1 






Prince! George;' s 


-mm 


'mm 




•m'm 


mt% 




« m 




9,000.00 


.4 


m m 




Queensftnne's 


450,.00 


.3 






mm 




... 




1,076.00 ' 


.8 


^« 


' mim4 

[ 


:St. Mary's 


1,000.00 


.3 




mm- 


m m 




... 






■mm 


■ m 


■ mm-\ 

\ 


Somerset 


900,00 


.4 


..■mm 


mm 


mm 




mm 




m m 


-mm 


m m 


1 

■ mtuf'i- 


Talbot 


450.00 


.3 


■m'm 


mm 










mm 




m m 


•>*« 


iashington 




m m 




mm ■ 


m m 








m m 


mm 


m m 


mm 


iWicomico 


700,00 


.2 


'■mm 


mm 


mm 




mm 




m m 




m m 


mm 


;Worcester 




mm 




mm 


mm 








5,900.00 


27 


mm 


mm 
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Table 4. 



Budget by Program Category - Fiscal Year 1975 



Local Unit 


Developmental 


I 


Language 


I 


Mathematics 


7o 


Evaluation 


7. 




AC mess 




Arts 










Totfll ?ffitp 

ivLai OwQUC 


9 H, jJ.^, Jug, ji 










4.5 


? 776,314.64 


3.7 


Allegany 


104,300.00 


30.7 


121,330.00 


35.7 


98,000.00 


28.9 


16,000.00 


4.7 


Anne Aliunde i 


333,500.00 


36,5 


^ Aa 'mc^'a a a 

580 ,.263.00 


/A n 

63.5 


» • 






« m 


oaitimore City 


^0//, 332. 00 


16.1 


1 A i AP wl'A A A 

10,105,3^0.00 


^ A P 

78.5 


81,200.00 


.6 


616,363.00 


4.8 


Baltimore 


1 / A AA 1" A A 

148,025.00 


1 / A 

16,,2 


740,».00 


81.1 






25,000.00 


2.7 


Ci^ert 


A n / A A A 

9,869.00 


i A 

4J 


93^0.00 


46.6 


95,367.00 


47,5 , 


1,900.00 


.9 


.Caroline 


17,500.00 


12.i 


68,100.00 


47.4- 


57,600.00 


40.1 


400.00 


.3 


.GacroU 


59,544.00 


34i 


111,5)6.00. 


64.8 






1,100.00 


.6 


iCSSCli 

dSaarles 


/A ^ A A A A 

43,633.00 


19.7 


130,896.00 


59.2 


43,633.00 


9.7 


3,053.00 


1.4 


f A A A 

72,977.00 , 


18.0; 


222,175100 , 


54.2 


104,450.00 


25.5 


9,600.64 


2.3 


Jjotctiester 


A / r / A AA 

24,540.00 


1 A fl 

10.8 


201,378.00 


88.9 


ti M 




550.00 


.2 


:to!derick 


63,316.00 


27,5 


129,637.00 


56,4 


35,912.00 


15.6 


1,000.00 


.4 


Garrett 


/ i n / A A A 

41,540.00 


32,7 


52,900.00 


41.3 


31,700.00 


24.7 


1,700.00 


1.3 


Jsixord 


f ^ A 1^1" A A 

65,215,00 


i A f 

19.6 


233,578.00 


70.2 


31,582.00 


9.4 


2,300.00 


,7 


Hffard 


21,550.00 


29.5 


25,650.00 


35.2 


23,944.00 


32,8 


1,800.00 


,2,5 


ISen t , 


14,335.00 


21.0 


28,670.00 


42.0 


14,335.00 


21.0 


10,939.00 


16.0 


.'KDntgomery 


138,652.00 


19.0 


563,864.00 


77.4 


W to 


» m 


25,906.00 


3.6 


Mnce George's 


825,304.00 


49.7 


793,115.00 


47.8 






41,097.00 


2.5 


Queen Anne's 


1,063.00 


1.4 


■42,076.00 


53.,8., 


34,891.00 


,44.6 


206.00 


.3 


-St. Mary's 


32,500.00 


11.9 


240,000.00 


87.6 






1,500.00 


.5 


Somerset 


17,365.00 


11.4 


75,642.00 


49.7 


58,914.00 


38.7 


400.00 


.2 


Talbot 


32,138.00 


25.9 


91,462.00 


73.8 






300.00 


.2 


Wasiiington 


104,000.00 


38.2 


76,987.00 


i8.3 


76,988.00 


■28.3 


13,950.00 


5.1 


WlcoDicp 


32,358.51 


13.2 


128,943.13 


:5'2.6 


83,837.93 


34.2 




m m 


Worcester 


31,450.00 


18.2 


73,00O.D0 


42.3 


67,034.00 


38.8 


1,250.00 


.7 
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Table 5. Staff (full-time equivalent) - Fiscal Year 1975 



Local Unit 


Teachers 


Teacher 
Aide 


Librarian 


Librarian 
Aide 


Super- 

vision 


Direction 
and 

Management 

(Admin.) 


Counseling 


Prek. 


K 


Elem, 


Sewn. 


Handi- 
capped 


Total State 


89.0 


12.0 


189.5 


8.0 


93.0 


2,417.3 


27.4 


78.0 


42.1 


32 1 


5 


Allegany 












46.0 






1.0 


.5 


■ m 


Anne Arundel 






24.0 




* m 


119.3 


1.0 






1.5 


mm 


BaltimorB City 


84.0 


12.0 


143.0 


2.0 


92.0 


1,160.0 


A / 1 

26.4 


78,0 


17.5 


12.0 


.5 


^ til 

Baltimon 










1 0 


88.0 








1.0 




Calvert 






4.0 




mm 


25.0 






.8 


AM 


mm ■ 


Caroline 












26.0 






mm 


.5 


mm 


M 11 

Carroll 






2.0 






30.5 






mm 


1.0 


m m 


Cecil 






1.5 






37,0 






mm 


.5 


m • 


m1 1 

Charles 






■ M 






55.0 




■ 




1.0 


mm 


Dorchester 






'* ■ 






53,0 








.3 


mm 


Frederick 






3.5 






40.0 








1.0 


mm 


Garrett 












25.0 






1.5 


1 A 

1.0 , 


« * 


Harrord 


■ * 




H M 






75.0 






m m 


1 A 

1.0 ■ 


■1 m 


Howard 






H H 






22.0 






1 A 

1.0 


« « 


m m 


Kent 






■ H 






1 A 

13.0 








1 A 

1.0 


m m 


Montgomery 






11.0 






92.5 






■ ■ 


1.0 


m m 


Prince George s 












268.0 






18.0 


4.0 


mm 


Queen Anne's 






.5 


... 




20.0 






m m 


.5 


m m 


St. Mary's 








6.0 




40.0 








1.0 


m m 


Somerset 






m m 






35.0 






1.0 


1.0 


'mm 


Talbot 






^ w 






30.0 






m m 


.5 


mm ' 


Washington: 


5.0 




• m 






50.0 






1.3 


.9 


mm 


Wicomico 






mm 






31.0 








mm 


m m 


Worcester 






mm 






36.0 






MM* 


1.0 


mm 
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Community/ 


Other* 


Local Unit 


Psycho- 


Testing 


Social 


Atten- 


Nurse 


Phyf, 


Dentist 


Dental 


Clerical 


Parent 






logical 




Work 


dance 




Ed. 




Hygiene 




Aides 




Total State 








1.6 


At 


.:?... 


4.5 


5.7 


48.7 


187.5 


170.8 


Allegany 


M ■ 






m to 


wto 




to to 


to« 


1.8 


4.0 


7.0 


/tone Arundel 


M ■ 






to* 


to to 




to m 


to to 




to to 


toto 


Baltimore Citv 


4.0 


1 




to to 


23 8 




4.5 


5 7 


19.0 


121.0 


113.0 


BaltiiBore 


« ■ 






to to 


Mto 




to to 




1 0 


19.5 


10.0 


Calvert 














■ to 


to to 


to0 


3 0 


1.2 


Caroline 








to to 


to to 




toto 


to N 


1.0 


2.0 


1.0 


^Carroll 


m m 






to to 






■» to 




2 




.8 

lU, 


Cecil 


















6 


1 0 


5 


Charles 




1 J 














1 n 






Dorchester 


















A 


1 0 


to to 


Frederick 


m m 




1.0 


to to 


»» ' 




to to 


«■ 


2.0 


to to 


toto ' 


Garrett 


mm 




1.0 


mm 


2.0 




toto 




1.0 


-2.0 


• to 


Harford 


m m 






to to 


to to 






to BP 


2 0 


to 0 


.3 


Howard 














to to 




1.0 




to « 


Kent 


.8 






to to 


toto 




to to 


to ■ 


1.5 


mm 


1.0 


Montgomery 




1.0 




1.0 


to. 




■ to 


to m 


3,0 


»0 


2.0 


Prince Georee's 






7 n 












S 0 

J 1 V 


19 0 


14.0 


Queen Anne's 


• J 




K 


m'm 






to to 




1 0 


toto 


toto 


St, Marv's 








A 

« u 










2 0 


8.0 

U 1 W 


2.0 


Somerset 


-'■"?■ 
m m 


mm 


1.0 




1.0 




to to 


to ■ 


1.0 


to to 


« to 


Talbot 


m m 


m m 




to to 


.5 




to to 


to to 


1.2 




2.0 


Washington 


.6 


.5 




toto 


to to 




toto 




2.0 


7.0 


1.0 


Wiconiico 








■ to 


2.0 




tol 


to to 


00 


toto 


7.0 


Worcester 




to to 


00 


to to 


1.0 




to to 


toto 


1.0 


toto 


3.0 



*Includes specialists in research, speech, ESOL, curriculum, etc. 



Table 6. Supportive Services • Fiscal Year 1975 ■ Number of Participants 



Local Unit 


Atten- 
dancp 


Clothing 


Food 


Gul- 

dance 

line 


Health 




logical 


Work 


Thprflnv 

XUCLaUY 


tation 


Ser- 
vices 

for 

Tljind-t- 
tlaUUi" 

capped 




Dental 


Medical 


Total-State 


6,194 


3,344 


37,650 


3,881 


12.614 


36.442 




1,956 


4,381 


4,959 


44,752 


7,832 


35,3i5 


All Af> nt\<ir 

iiiiegEny 


mm 


1 0 

12 


460 




450 


977 


977 


140 


275 


AAA 

280 


977 


WW 


m m 


Anna Av*im/1A1 


m m 


m m 


600 


WW 










WW 


W W 


w w 






UnlHmnro P4 f «t 

iDttiwinjoiQ Liuy 


" 


386 


rtA 

30,569 


WW 


5,404 


30,569 


AA p / n 

30,569 




WW 


A AAA 

2,800 


30,569 


"1 P A A 

7,500 


A A PA A 

30,509 


ijaitiiuore 


MM 


94 


/ AA 

420 




350 


300 




M « 


w w 


w w 


2,230 


■ w , 


w w 


Calvert 


309., 


75 


134 


15 


151 


45 


309 


309 




33 


309 


w w 




i/droiine > 


25 


100 


A I" A 

350 


30 


50 


100 


350 


m m 


25 


25 


330 






Carroll \ 


641 


14 


263 


150 


CO 


Ifi 


641 


641 


200 


601 


■ m 




50 


Cecil 


1,025 


60 


298 


1,025 


130 


1,025 


1,025 


50 


300 


113 


1,025 




1,025 




935 


49 


675 


935 


20 


9 


A A P 

935 


P A 

50 


AAA 

320 


A AP 

295 


A A P 

935 


w w 




Dorchester 


50 


10 


400 


700 


700 


700 


700 


150 


300 


145 


700 


70 


700 


rreaeriCK 


mm 


42 


20 


5 


40 


40 


638 


m m 

\ 


638 


• • 


■ w 


w w 






mm 


127 


489 


mm 


IID 


100 


/ A A 

489 


m m 


WW 


61 


w m 


■ ■ 


W W 


ttarrora 


m m 


WW 


MW 


277 


«■ 


W M 


WW 


m m 


WW 


W W 


mm 


w w 


n A^ 

327 


nowaro 


m m 


22 


If/ 

156 


■ m 


42 


38 


324 


12 




33 


112 


M W 


A A / 

324 


Kent 


282 


9 


994 


■ W 


30 


15 


282 


80 


MM 


72 


W M 


w • 


WW 


Montgomery 


125 


■ m 




H W 


300 


100 


■ ■ 


m m 


MM 


m m 


r 

H W 


WW 


w w 


Prince George's 


mm 


2,035 


1,350 




2,250 


750 


WW 


270 


1,350 


V. xm 


5,140 


w w 


w w 


Queen Anne's 


494 


34 


mm 


f A 1 

494 


494 


494 


494 


59 


494 


30 


494 


/ A 

68 , 




St. Mary's 


mm 


20 


mm 


■ ■ 


30 


12 


906 


WW 


WW 


H M 




w m 


19 


Somerset 


479 


20 


IC 




70 


50 


479 


M M 


479 


150 


mm 


34 


w w 


Talbot 


298 


20 


IOC 




WW 


150 


298 


M M 




40 


300 


M W 


60 


Washington 


m m 


190 


IOC 


w w 


300 


100 


■ m 


M W 




M M 


" 100 






Wicomico 


m 


25 , 


WW 


250 


MM 


t 

MM 


767 


75 


m m 


75 


,767. 


160 


2,301 


Worcester 


764 




262 


.. 


764 


764 


764 


120 


MM 


206 


764 


w m 
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II. STATE ADMINISTRATION 

The State administration of Title I during Fiscal Year 1975 was conducted 
by eight staff members paid out of Title I administration funds. Of these eight 

staff members, the Assistant; State Superintendent for the Division of Compensatory^ 

'I'l"" ■ . ' 

Urban, and Supplementary Programs devoted a third of his time to Title I and 

an Assistant Director of the Division devoted all of his time to the adminis- 
tration of Title I, but the State paid one-third of his salary. These staff 
members represented the equivalent of seven full-time staff members, vith one 
of these involved primarily in the administration of Title I programs in State 
Institutions for neglected or delinquent children. Four staff members served 
as Title I specialists in four regions of the State- Region I (Western 
Maryland), Region II (Southern Maryland) , Region III (Baltimore City and three 
surrounding counties), and Region IV (Eastern Shore), One staff member worked 
full-time in Title I evaluation and one worked full-time as a Title I auditor. 

The State Title I staff rendered administrative services and technical 
assistance to the local projects through six methods: 

1, Project application development and reviews 

2, Project monitoring 

3, On-site reviews 

4, Meetings with project coordinators 

5, Communications by letter and telephone 

6, Inservice workshops ^ 
Applications for summer projects were reviewed during the last week of 

June 1974; the school-year project applications were reviewed during early July 
1974. The review team for each project consisted of the eight State Department 
of Edication staff members paid out of Title I funds and Department specialists 

15 



29 



in reading, human :r^at ions, and special education; a representative of the 
State Department of: health and Mental HygSsstxe; a -local lEtle S: acoordtnatar; 
2sad a Title I pssss^, . 

Two meeid-ngxi. -^ti^v^ held during the :^«®r to acquaint all project coordinators 
with new reguiaitriai^R roposed by the U. S. Office of Educat^im to implement 
Tublic Law 93-38C 4 >^11 as to inform the coordinators ateH*B projectasd: allo- 
cations for the cirt^^t and succeeding fiscal year. Other |:.^Tsics diSBBCUSsed 
included such aress ^ needs assessments, evaluation, paren. ^uvolvement, the 
use of aides, individualized instruction, comparability, and financial manage- 
ment. In addition to these statewide meetings, each Title I regional specialist 
conducted several meetings in his region involving coordinators, project staff, 
and parents. 

During Fiscal Year 1975, at least eight monitoring visits were made by the 
regional specialists to each LEA. These four regional specialists visited 
approximately a third of the 369 Title I schools in Maryland. 

The State Title I staff conducted the formal on-site reviews and monitoring 
visits primarily for three purposes: 

1. To determine the extent to which project operation is consistent with 
^the project application, the federal regulations, and good educational 

practice. 

2. To identify those activities and techniques which show promise^ for 
strengthening programs of compensatory education in other schools and 
school systems. 

3. To identify areas in which technical assistance may be needed. 
These formal on-site visits by State teams comprising an average of 14 

staff specialists were made to five LEA Title I programs during the year. 

30 
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These visits rang^il It # two dskys to fam: days in duration and included approxi- 
mately 60 Title 1 f!v;te..at&^ 

Each on-site v-^ij i.^giinir^«ith a briefing and pro j eld. overview by the 
staff* Three-member tfi&Am> tiferxvisited representative pEi)lic and nonpublic 
schools, where they ob^irved. t^i« Title I classes and discussed all elemenffirs of 
the project with t±e i|rrfncttiia!5,, resource teachers, teaphers, aides, studenaaff,, 
and parents « Buildiiif- e>i^t conferences focused on specific strengths 

and weaknesses of the p-i^f^^iletU; H£ it was being implement^: in the school. Fal- 
lowing the school visi* : osembers of ; the visiting team met to discuss attd 
record observations^-c^^ :<8l3i^^-^isms and recommendations-rtn the areas assigned 
specifically to differe ^mm-memheTS : attendance areas, participants and 
services, instructional scffeWties, staffing and staff development, supportive 
services, evaluation, :uMic schools, parent involvement, dissemination, 
financial management, am, cona^arability • A report on findings in these areas 
was presented orally to iSje local superintendent and his staff at an txit 
conference. A written xeport was sent to the superintendent and the Title I 
coordinator. Follow-up :t2^ tMsi report was provided by the regional specialist, 
who met with local staf£ :r2: xo^cuss the project in light of the formal on-site 
review findings. Steps tsissE: to correct: deficiencies observed during on-site 
and monitoring visits wezrs taken into consideration in the review of projects 
for Fiscal Year 1976. 

Table 7 is a compilation of the major areas of technical assistance by 
the State Title I staff and i3rev:number of LEA's receiving assistance in each 
area. 
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A. AdilnlstiatloQ and Finance 



1. Maintenance of current data on the selection of target schools 

2. Developient andiaise of uniform criteria for identifying partidMits 

3. Developient of s balanced program of supportive senices in wi'iffli;.Title,I funds 
are used only \Aen other funds are not available 

4. Operation of a program in the nonpublic schools that is coiparalfe to the 
, public school program 

5. - Training of principals, teachers, and aides in evaluation proceiires,' test 
' interpretation, and data analysis 

I H 6. Development of Improved needs assessment and evaluation proce&res thatindude 
the nonpublic schools 

7. Improvement of the dissemination of new' Title I regulations and ^jrogram, 
objectives to school staff and parents 

8. Improvement of public dissemination of Title I goals and activities 

9. Development of procedures for identifying and disseminating ef fiective 
instructional activities 

10, Maintenance of comparability records In such'fmanner that they can be readily 
reviewed 

11. Developent of better controls of Title 1 inventory 



Table h SEA T^pijuiical Asststance to XEA's DurlnK g^scal Year 1975 
B. Program 

X Halnt3Eaanc£;af leoutds on the diagnssei^; needs and prescribed instructional 
actli^lfis for eacis participant 

1, Develnpient lola jeii^ curricuiiE: 

.3... Strengtbening:5S Je continuity betsHS the kindergarten program and the 
progranii-in thejEEiiary grades 

4, Developent o££3aa£heiiiatic8 component 

:;3;. Strengthening ]^ teai approach ti^iinstruction hy involving teachers and 
aides: In staff deveiqiient, and planning 

^ i Dfivelopnient of :classrooin procedures that ensure the most effective utilization 
of Title l aifa 

7. .Tralnlag of aides' to:::renafie then to work skillfully In the areas of reading 
and:Mtheiiiatics 

8. Ifflprnvement in; the involvement of parents in project deveiopment, Implementation, 
and-.aaluatim 

9. EstablishiDsnt of actb^e jsrent advisory councils at each Title I school 
10, Developmentcif a ccostitaEfon and by-laws for each parent advisory council 

11,. Deyelopentsnd .implemetttatioF Oi^fectlve home reinforcement ^activities for parents 



Ill, COMMUNITY INVQLVFMWrr 



Cooperation with Other Comnmnlty Agencies 

The cooperation between LEAV& in Maryland audi ^ther agencies relative to 
Title I continued to increase durtog iP'iscal Year 1975. Generalla^, the LEA's 
received more ser\?lces from health, departments srrd religious organlzaitlons 
and, to a lesser degree, from clvtic: groups* 

Table 8 provides a summary a£ the number of USSR's reporting cooperation 
with health, social service, cjjg^±c^ and religious agencies aud the services 
obtained from them during FiscailSeer 1972, 1973, 1974, and 1975. Local school 
systems reported obtaining more Services in 1975 cimpaxed to 1974 ±n nine of 
the 16 categories li^s.ted. 



Parenit Involvement 

mtle 1 was amended on August: 21^ IS74, By 93-380 txj .-tpclufe a 

major :new requirement utrdex Section l4L. (a) ^tihat: each IZA ^s£^£I^f::3dx school- 
level parent advisory tajunci Is in adait^gn to ±fe dis trictwtfe conmcll ; 

Sec« 1411(a) locail. ff^nir a g jttaxmal.^^ g^rr'^^ ^ atay re c pjTg^ m ^sant 
under this title iar any-fElsx:a!Il:j^ax oriS^ tiwuii appllcar^ga: 
therefor approved Iby the /apptxa^sacS^ State sSnBEational^^^eiog^yj^ 
upon its detenflina:tion (consi^t&93ct with 3ixi& criteria 
the ComanissioneTT nttgr establlsTi)-- 

(14) that the local educadiional '^gegcg^ eatsablSEsfe '^an 

advisory council : for the eifeira£f^is:chool ag&stta:^^ 
an advisory coudc£1 f or 4Rac3t se^ at ?flBttch ^legacy tssasmr&S^h^t 3: 
program or pTO^ect aas^±BSsi^ vsMi^ 
advisory councils^ 

(A) has as a maj iir i gt^v ^ oEd^^^^ 
dren to be served ,. 

(B) is composedhofr^members sesleirseid rby the paren^g^^m 
each school attendnTir^^^reai ^. 

(C) hag ■ been ^&ren ::r:esponasd:iafllJ3^ by s^ch agency f aeKmd-' 
vising it in the nplamriaig forc^ sand iQie^ ^^i^^ 

evaluation of > siich::ipEcagramsg^an2[: pxu jlHuiiai^ and 

(D) is provided byjguch a^^ iifai^acaan^^ 

latlons of the Conrndisasiloner, wlt^ aiWPreTm^^:sapprop:t^at:fe 
inf ormation concerniia^ such rproj^ansgga^ 
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During Fiscal Year 1975, all 24 LEA's established advisory councils at 
the partoteipating schools. This was the most significant area of increased 
parent involvement, as indicated in the summary data for Fiscal Years 1971 
through 1975 reported in Table 9. Table 10 gives a breakdown by LEA. of this 
same data* 



37 

ERIC 



Table 8. Number of LEA's Reporting Cooperation 
with Other Local and Community Agencies for 
Fiscal Yeax5l972, 1973, 1974, and 1975 







Number 


of UEA^ 


s 1 


Change 


Agencies 


1972 


1973 


1974 


1975 


1974-75 


Health Department 












Examinations for diagnosis of 










•rJ. 


physical deficiencies 


12 


o o 

JLd 


LI 


Immunization shots 


17 


19 


17 


19 


+2 


Dental services 


12 


11 


14 


16 


+2 


Medical and/or dental person- 












nel for the Title I program 


15 


15 


18 


18 




Liaison services between home 












and school concerning health 












problems 


17 


21 


22 




— 1 


Department of Social Services 












Confirmation of family welfare 












status for coordination of 












Title I services 


20 


16 


17 


15 


-2 


Medical and welfare assistance 












to Title I families 


16 


18 


18 


19 


+1 


Civic Groups 












Community resource persons to 












discuss current problems of 












Title I families 


11 


9 


8 


11 


+3 


Selected services such as pro- 












vision of glasses to Title I 












nn T"t ^ nan q hv chaT"*! tv 








19 




clubs and organizations 


20 


20 


21 


-2 


Food and/or clothing, supplied 








21 




by charity organizations 


18 


20 


21 


""" 


Dissemination services con- 












cerning goals and operations 








12 


+2 


of Title I program 


13 


11 


10 


Meeting places for Title I 












parents for socials or dis- 












cussion sessions 


8 


7 


9 


10 


+1 


Religious Organizations 












Meeting places for socials or 












planning sessions 


5 


7 


7 


7 




Food and/or clothing for 












Title I children 


9 


11 


11 


14 


+3 


Monetary contributions for fooc 












or other emergency services 


6 


3 


3 


6 


+3 


Baby-sitting services to Title 












I families 


2 


2 


2 


2 
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Table 9 . Sumary of parent Involvement Activities 
during Fiscal Years 19?1, 1972, 1973, 1974, and 1975 



Types of Activities 

Tnvolvina Pnrpntft 


Number of lea's 
Reporting 


1971 


1972 


1973 


1974 


1975 


classroom visits by parents 


22 


24 


24 


24 


23 


Program planning conferences 


16 


21 


, 23 ■ 


19 


19 


Regutarly scheduled school meetings 


16 


17 


15 


18 


20 


Individual school advisory committees 


16 


20 


19 


18 


24 


Social activities 


16 


14 


17 


18 


16 


£/iup4wjwcuu CIO aiUCo ill tIaQorUulU 


23 


21 


20 


22 


23 


Use as volunteer aides . 


17 


17 


20 


22 


21 


Home visits by school personnel 


18 


23 


20 


18 


18 


Other 


13 


10 


10 


12 ■ 


11 



Table ;0. Number of lEA's Reporting Parent Involvement Activities during 
the Fiscal Year 1975 ESEA Title I Program 



Local Unit 



Classroom 
Visits 

by 
Parents 


Program 
Planning 
Confer- 
ence 


Regu- 
larly 

Scheduled 
School 

Meetings 


Indi- 
vidual 
School 
Advisory 
Conit- 
tees 


Social 
Activi- 
ties 


Employ- 
ment 
as Aides 
in the 
Class- 
room 


Use 
as 

Vol- 
unteer 
Aides 


Home 
Visits 

by 

School 
Person- 
nel 


other 


Total 
Number of 
Activities 
Involving : 

Parents ■ 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


9 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


9 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


A 


9 


X 


X 


X 


X 




X 


X 






A 

w 


X 


X 


X 


X 




X 


X 






6 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 




X 


X 




1 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


9 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 




8 

w 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 




8 


X 




X 


X 


X 


X 




X 




6 


X 


X 


X 


X 




X 


X 


X 




7 

f 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 




8 


X 




X 


X 




X 


X 






5 


X 




X 


X , 


X 


X 


X 




X 


7 


X 






X 




X 


X 






4 , 


X 


X 


X 


X 




X 


X 


X 




7 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


9 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


. X 


X 


9 


X 


X 


X 


X 




X 


X 


X 


X 


8 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 




8 


X 


X 




X 


X 


X 




X 


X , 


7 


X 


X 




X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


8 


X 




X 


X 




X 


X 


X 




6 




X 




X 




X 






X 


4 



Anne Arundel 
Balto, City 
Baltimore 
Calvert 

Caroline 

Carroll 

Cecil 

Charles 

Dorchester 

Frederick 

Garrett 

Harford 

Howard 

Kent 

Montgomery 
Pr. George's 
Queen Anne's 
St. Mary's 
Somerset 

Talbot 
Washington 

HlCCHDlcO 

Worcester 



IV. PROJECT OBJECTIVES AND EVALUATION 

Evaluation and assessment are necessary components of any properly 
conceived-^a^icatlonal program. Educators must evaluate the merits of their 
instructional activities: that Is, they must systematically assemble evidence 
from tests and other assessment devices which will permit others to judge the 
worth of their educational efforts. As evaluation Is the basis for Improyi^ 
Insttuctlon this Information and procedures for securing It must be the concern : 
of parents, boards of education, state and federal of flees/ and legislators ^a^^^^ 
well as teachers, building administrators, and local central office staff. 

Evaluation is, according to federal regulations, a required component 
of the Title I program. Using the appropriate objective measures of educational 
achievement, LEA's evaluate at least annually the effectiveness of their Title I 
programs in meeting the special educational needs of their Title I children. 

In accord with federal regulations, each LEA is required to plan and 
provide for an annual assessment of its Title I program. The Title I evaluation 
plan of each LEA is established in the Title I program application giving the 
schools an idea of what is expected with regard to the evaluation of the program 
When the instructional activities of the program are completed, the results of 
the local evaluation are compiled and submitted each year to the Maryland State 
Department of Education. The Department has developed a standard evaluation 
format to be used by LEA*s in reporting their end-of -program descriptive 
information. 

This standard evaluation format requests specific Title I program 
information such as the number of students involved, the grade span of 
participants, objectives of the program, and pre- and post-test data for every 
participant. Evaluators are asked to specify the degree to which objectives 
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are reached, what conclusions could be dravm^ and what reconsnendations they 
have for modifications of future program activities as based ca the current 
year's evaluation data. 

Although a standard reporting form is used for local Title I reporting, 
no uniform evaluation design as such has been stipulated in every grade by 
the State for local use. LEA's have the option of choosing the standardized 
test instruments for use in their Title I evaluation. However, the State 
Education Agency recommends that the LEA's use comparable forms of standardized 
test battery chosen for their program. 
A» Project Objiactives 

For an evaluation to be effective on any level, the reporting and 

data collection must be directed toward the goals and objectives of the 

program. Conclusions must be drawn in light of the desired outcomes of 

the program. 

As Title I provides special educational services for children who 
are significantly below grade level in achievement, it is necessary to 
identify those children eligible for the Title I program. The use of a 
standardized achievement test is required to determine educational 
deprivation. However, the process does not end with the assessment of 
educational deprivation but continues with the preparation of meaningful 
instructional objectives to meet those assessed priority needs of 
educationally deprived children. The preparation of adequate objectives 
is an integral part of the planning procedures of each Title I program 
in Maryland. These objectives are derived from and reflect the needs 
which the Title I activities are designed to alleviate. These goals 
also complement the State reading goals. 

As part of the annual Title I program application form, and again 
in the end-of-program annual evaluation report, each local education agency 
is required to list its major program objectives in clear measurable terms » 
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specifying the* types and the amount of change to occur as the result 
ot Titio I pco:/,raui actiiviCicr-; . Durlag Fiscal Year 1975, as in previous 
years, each LEA had the option of formulating its own specific Title I 
program objectives to meet the critical educational needs determined for 
the Title I children in that school system. Although specific objectives 
varied somewhat, program objectives generally fell into the broad areas 
of improving basic academic skills in reading and mathematics, improving 
personal and social development, and alleviating-^-the physical and health 
deficiencies which Impeded educational attainment. 

The most frequently reported objectives for the ESEA Title I programs 
operating during Fiscal Year 1975 are listed as follows: 

1. For the Summer Term 1974: 

-To improve the scores for reading and 

other communication skills one or t\7o 

months through an individualized 

instructional program. 
-To improve the kindergarten children's 

reading readiness scores so that they 

will have the skills necessary to 
" succeed in reading. 

-To improve basic mathematics scores for 
participating children two months for 
the t\7o months in the program. 

2. For the Regular School Term 1974-75: 
-To improve reading scores for par- 
ticipating children one year* 

(10 months) during 10 months of 
instruction. , ^ 
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-To improve the kindergaicen chil- 
dren's reading readiness scores fio 
that they will have the skills neces- 
sary to succeed in reading, 
-To improve the mathematics scores 
for participating children one 
year (10 months) during 10 months of 
instruction. 
-To improve the self-image of the chil- 
dren so that they will have a stronger 

feeling of personal worth and a feeling 
that they are persons who can learn and 
can succeed in the schiool situation, 
-To improve the children's attitude 
toward scitnol and reading and to 
increase ^heir motivation to learn, 
-To improve the health and physical 
deficiencies of the children in order 
that their ability to succeed in the 
school situation may be improved. 
Objectives were written for other areas only when improvement in those 
areas was considered a part of, or necessary for,\ the development of basic 
skills. 

B. Impact of ESEA Title I Programs 

An anticipated average rate of growth of oVie year for a year of 
instruction in the basic skill areas is the statewide goal for Maryland 
Title I participants, in many cases, these children will make significantly 
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moret than the national expectancy of one year 's- gxowth per year of 
iuscruction; while on the othc^.r hand, the cultural, econoniic, and 
educational deprivation of children will hamper educational growth 
despite the efforts made through Title I to overcome those problems. 
Growth on an average of one year does become substantial when one 
considers the achievement of the average economically and educationally 
deprived child prior to the intensive instruction and services pro- 
vided through Title I. 

Prior to Title I, the greatest gain expected of disadvantaged children 
was less than five namths in one year (10 months) of schooX* However, 
cuzrren.tlty, sizable propixrtxons of Title. I children in IS^ryland are achteving 
at leastr: eight months' gssowth. A smaller but stiHl significant percentage 
is ^^chieving at or above .tdtie national norm of lO:niionths per :year. 

Although a year's growth in achievement is significant for the 
educationally deprived child, it is anticipated that future instructional 
activities will be so structured under Title I as to facilitate an average 
growth of more than a year by Title I students in order that they might 
begin to come closer to the norm of achievement in the later elementary 
grades. 

Information 6b tained from the evaluation reports submitted by the 
lea's in Maryland provides positive evidence concerning the success of 
compensatory educational ^programs conducted during Fiscal Year 1975. 
Some of the available in±orraation confirming the beneficial effects of 
Title I programs in Maryland is summarized briefly in the following sections 
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1Sl^^T)at:a; I^^ Participants '''^^ ' 

This section includes data tables which summarize the reading 
readiness and reading comprehension results of the Title I program ! 
participants. These data were derived from an analysis of scores 
from the standardized teslts acbainistered by local systems t the 
Title I program children. 

As yet, no single test has been mandated statewide for the 
testing of all Title I children although the Towa Test of Basic 
^^zLUs was used in therriMaryland Accountability program for testing 
inr all schools at thei:snd of grades three, five, seven, nine, and eleven 

Thus, data on reading presented for Title I^students represent 
scores from the following standardized test instruments: 
Gates - MacGiiri tie Reading Test 
Iowa Tests" of Basic Skills Test 
Metropolitan Achievement Test 
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test 
Pre-School Inventory 
Stanford Achievement Test 
The most frequently used test among these was the Metro- 
politan Achievement Test, which was administered in kindergarten 
through grade three by more than 50 percent of the LEA' s. 

Table 11 provides an interpretive phrase describing the 
posH'-test level of performance in reading readiness for the 
kindergarten children. Also, since the scores of the majority 
of tests administered in kinderjgarten could not be converted to 
grade equivalent scores, the average or mean stanine score is 
provided for this summary of readiness scores. 

Tables 12 through 14 provide by LEA the rate of growth in 
reading per year (10 months) of instruction for children in 
grades one through three. Each of these tables also includes 

48 

30 



'■'/irif ormation:^'ori-'^he' 'nu3^ 
the number of children pre- and post-testedj the name 
of the test administered, and the average pre- and post- 
test grade scores of the Title I children. 

The rate of growth x^hich appears in the right-hand 
column of each these tabiles is obtained by dividing 
the difference in the grade equivalent scores iby the 
number of monthsrrof participation in the Title I program . 
between testings.^ For purposes of interpretation this growth 
rate derives its significance in determining program success 
when it is compared tov the -average rate of seven months for 10 
instructional mortths, which was the previously mentioned rate 
cited for disadvantaged chi^ldren. 

For example. Table 13 shows that in Anne Arundel County 
g^Q^P of Title I children in grade two gained 10 months' 
growth in reading comprehension for a year (10 months) of 
instruction as determined by scores on the Metropolitan 
Achievement Test, This rate of growth indicates that the 
Title 1 program was successful for these children when 
compared to the rate of growth (five months) generally obtained 
by disadvantaged children without such supplementary 
educational services. In light of the fact that 99 percent 
of the Title I program participants are represented in the 
Anne Arundel County test population for which results were 
compiled, this rate of gro^'^th indicates a high level of 
success for the program during Fiscal Year 1975. 

Another aspect to note in reviewing data in Table 13 is 
the range of growth rates and the mean statewide rate of 
growth. The range was six to 12 months' growth per year 
(10 months) in the categories of growth rates as'^follox^G : 
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10 or mora months fox flvBi (22 percetrt) of the LEA*s:; ieight to 
nlxva uionthis for 14 (61 oei:cent) af the LEA^s; and sli; to se\/au 
months fc3sr four (17 percent) o£ ithe LEA's. The it]ean::3tatewide 
rate of growth in reading compreitension for the secc2sad: grade 
Title I youngsters was nine montlis for a 10 months Issatructional 
period, 

2, Test pata: Nonpublic School Baxticipants 

During Fiscal Year 1975, 13 LEA' s provided Tttife X 
instructional services to nonpublic school childretE ::wkich repre- 
sented an increase of two LEA's over last year, Of rfaese 15 
lea's, nine supplied standardiEed achievement data on the nonpublic 
school Title I program participants. The data submitted by these 
nine LEA's are summarized in Tables 15, 16, and 17* 

As may be obeerved, scraae LEA's x^smrtred that chXldren in 
grades one, two, and three made good: pxagress of eight: ^months , 
or more per year (10 maaiths) in readying -achievement dnarLi^ - 
Fiscal Year 1975. 
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Table 11 Standardized Test Results for Public School Participants 
in the Fiscal Year 1975 ESEA Title I Program: 



Kindergarten i Reading Readiness 



Local, Unit 


Total . 
Number of 
Partici- 


Number of 
Pupils 
'Tested 


Test Administered;, . , 


Post^test 
Mean 
(Stanine 


Post-test 

Mean 
Rating of 
Performance' 


pants in 
Program 


Pre-; 
test 


Post- 
test ■ 




;;^qutv-; 
'valent*)- 


Allegany . 
Anne Arundel 
Baltimore City 
Baltimore 
Calvert 


56 
474 

t tit f 

4,266 

534 
81 


442 
81 


'474; 

442 ■ ■ 
81 


Metropolitan Readiness 

Gates MacGinitle ReadinesS :^ 
Stanford Early School:: Achievement; ; 


:^'V'V4^''''- ■ 


Satisfactory 
+ 

Satisfactory, 
Low 


Caroline 

Carroll 

Cecil 

Charles 

Dordie^et 


95 
196 
0 

175 

45 


00 


77 

' ** 

".. m 
m 

JO 


: Stanford Early 'School Achievement 

mm 
mm 

Pre-School Inventory 


** 

5'':,„-,.„ 


Satisfactory 

m ■ ■' • 

Satisfactory 


Frederick 

Garrett 

Harford 

Howard 

lent 


123 
170 
286 

,120 
: 53 


m 

M 
M 


m 

170 

171 
119 

53 


mm 

Metropolitan - Primer 
Metropolitan Readiness 
Metropolitan, Readiness 
Metropolitan Readiness 


** 
6 

;.6';;: 


. m 

Satisfactory 
batisiacbory 
Satisfactory 
Satisfactory 


iMontgomery 
^Prince George's 
Queen Anne's 
..Jt, Mary's 
Somerset.,.,. 


353 
1029 

90 
208 

69 


353 
816 
45 

64 


353 
816 

43 
195 

66 


Peabody Picture Vocabulary 
School Readiness Test , 
Metropolitan Readiness , 
Stanford Early: School Achievement 

Pre-School Inventory, , 


/'■„.5 

5 . 
4 


Satisfactory 
Satisfactory 
Satisfactory 
Satisfactory 
Satisfactory 


Talbot 

Washington 
. Wicomico 
<' Worcester . 


99 
226 
135 
130 


'91 
194 


91 
194 
135 


PREP Readiness 

Stanford Early School Achievement 
Metropolitan Readiness; 


,5 
4 , 

** 


Satisfactory 
Satisfactory 
Satisfactory 



* stanine Scores 4, 5, and. 6 represent average performance. 
^ ** No standardized test administered to Title I kindergarten children this year, 
, +. No standardized test data provided. , , / : 



Table 12. Standardized , Test Results for Public Scbool Participants ' 
in the Fiscal Year 1975 ESEA Title I Program; 

Grade 1, Reading Comprehension 





Total 


Number of 




Post-Test Grade 






Number of 


Pupils 


. Test 


Equivalent Mean 


Rate of 


Local Unit 


Partici- 


Tes 


ted 


Administered 






Growth Per 




pants in 


Pre- 


Post- 




Post- 


Stanine* 


Year' 




Program 


test 


test 




test 


Equivalent 


(10 Mos.) 


Ulegany 


163 


163 


163 


Metropolitan Achievement Test 


1.7 ■ 


- 5 . 


10 


^nne Arundel 


620 


; 620 


620 : 


Metropolitan Achievement Test 


1.51 


4 


10 


Baltimore City 


5,152 


3.221 


3,221 


Cognitive Abilities Test' 


** 






Baltimore 


624 


; 622 


622 


Gates MacGinitie 


1.60 


4 


lU 


Salvert' 

■- ■ ■ 


104 


: 104 


104 


Iowa Tests of Basic Skills 


1.60 


,4 


10 


Caroline - 


88 


• 74 


74 


Metropolitan Achievement Test 


1.70 


5 


.10 


Carroll 


325 


302 


302 


Gates MacGinitie 


1.60 


4 


■ ' W 


3eci! 


376 


376 


376 


Metropolitan Achievement Test. 


1.70 


5 




Charles 


235 


167 


221 


Metropolitan Acnievement lesc 


1.60 


4 


in 


Dorchester 


172 


126 


126 


Metropolitan Readiness , 


** 


6 


10 


Frederick , 


■ 223 


■ 


190 


Metropolitan Achievement Test 


1.50 


4 


+ 


Sarrett 


134 


134 


134 


Metropolitan Achievement Teat 


1.70 


5 


10 • 


larford 


294 


mum 


293 


Metropolitan Achievement Test 


1.70 


5 


. , +. 


toward. 


HAP 

205 


135 


135 


Metropolitan Achievement lest 


1.60 


4 


in 
lU 


(ent 


99 


28 


28 - 


Metropolitan Achievement Test 


1.70 


5 


10 


■ ■ 

Montgomery 


416 


•416 


416 


Stanford Early School Achievement 


1.60 


' 5 ' 


10 


Prince George's 


1,378 


1,071 


1,071 


Metropolitan Achievement Test 


1.60 


' 4 


10 


5ueen Anne's 


90 


90 


86 


Metropolitan Readiness Test 


** 


6 


10 


3t. Mary's 


239 


237 


237 


Stanford Early School Achievement 


1.50 


4 


, 9 


Somerset 


108 


95 


107 


Metropolitan Readiness 


** 


6 


10 


[albot 


108 


101 


101 


Stanford Early School Achievement 


1.60 


5 


11 


^^ashington 


242 


117 


117 


Stanford Early School Achievement 


1.50 


■ 4 


10 


Uicomico 


' 169 


153 


153 


Metropolitan Achievement Test 


1.80 


5 


10 


fJorcester 


164 


59 


59 


Metropolitan Achievement Test 


1.98 


6 


10 



I'.'; '■ * Stanine scores 4, 5, and 6 represent average performance, 



f.y ** No grade equivalent score for post-test. 
If.' ■+ No ^standardized pre-test data provided, 

I,:' :++ No grade equivalent score conversion or growth rate interpretation for results from test used, 



Table 13. Standardized Test Results for Public School Participants 
in the Fiscal Year 1975 ESEA Title I Program; 



Grade 2 , Reading Comprehension 





Total 


Number 




Grade 


Rate of 




Number of 


of Pupils 


Test 


Equivalent 


Grouth 


Local Unit 


Partici- 


in Sample 


Administered 


Mean 


Per Year 




pants in 












(lOMos.) 




Program 




f Vw.ftCCJt 




lie liCoL 




Allegany ,. 


156 


IJJ 




Metropolitan 


1 fin 




8 


Anne Arundel 


780 


771 
III 


771 


Metropolitan 


1 An 




10 


Baltimore City ■ 


5,50/ 


3.767 


3*767 


lognuive ADUities lest 






* 


Baltimore 


610 


610 


610 


Gates MacGinltie 


1 fin 


9 9n 


8 ■ . 


Calvert.. ,. . 


135 


126 


126 , 


Iowa Tests of Basic Skills 


1.55 


1.82 


8 


Caroline 


94 


78 


7fi 


Metropolitan 


1 7n 


9 in 


8 


Carroll 


366 


334 




Gates MacGinltie 




9 U 


9 


Cecil 


309 


309 




Metropolitan 


1 so 


9 m 


9 


Charles 


280 


247 




Metropolitan 


1 fin 


9 in 

^ff JU 


8 


Dorchestikr. 


85 


71 




Stanford 


1,50 


2,00 


6 


Frederick' ' 


185 


129 


129 


Metropolitan 


1.50 


2 30 


9 


Garrett 


133 


119 


119 


Metropolitan 


1.50 


2.30 


9 


Harford 


372 


199 


199 


Metropolitan 


1.70 


2.50 


9 


Howard 


273 ■ 


192 


192 


Metropolitan 


1.80' 


2.40 


12 


Rent , ■ 


79 


31 


,31 


Metropolitan 


1,60 


2.60 


11 


i 

Montgomery 


438, 


438 


438 


Stanford 


1.50 


2.20 


,12 


Prince Georse's 


1.242 


1,046 


1,046 


Metronolltfln 


1.50 


2.10 


8 


Queen Anne's 


■ 82 


78., 


78 


Metropolitan 


1.70 


2.30 


8 


■ St. Mary's 


239 


209 


209 


Stanford 


1.60 


2.00 


7 


Somerset 


92 


' 87 


87 


Metropolitan 


1.66 


2.60 


12 


Talbot 


102 


94 


94 


Stanford 


2.10 


2,50 


6 


. Washington 


292 


243 


243 


Iowa Tests of Basic Skills 


1.60 


2.20 


7 


pcomlco 


165 


47 


47 


Metropolitan 


1.65 


■2.43 


9 


Worcester 


180 


170 


170 


Metropolitan 


1.60 


2.30 


9 



l-*No grade equivalent score conversions for pre- or post-test results. 



Table Ik, Standardized Test Results for Public School Participants 
in the Fiscal Year 1975 ESEA Title I Program: 



Grade 3, Reading Comprehension 



■ 


Total 


Number 




Grade 


Rate of 




Number of 


of Pupils 


Test 


Equivalf!'at 


Growth 


Local Unit 


Partici- 


■ in Sample 


Administered 


■ Mean 


Per Year 




pants in 












(10 Mos.) 




Program 


Pre -test 


Posbtest 




Pre-test 


Post-test 


Allegany 


135 


IOC 

135 


1 Off 

135 


Iowa Tests of Basic Skills 


ft ftA 

2.20 


2.90 


8 

U 


Anne Arundel 


691 


681 


681 


Metropolitan. 


1 n A 

1.89 


2.60 


9 


Baltimore City 


5,923 


4,2/5 


4,275 


Iowa Tests of Basic Skills 




2.60 




Baltimore 


563 


526 


526 




2.10 


2.90 


7 


Calvert 


136 


136 


136 




1.90 


2.37 


11 
iJ 


Caroline 


108 


98 


98 




2.30 


2.90 


Q 

0 


Carroll 


281 


265 


265 


Gates MacGinitie 


1.94 


2.64 


8 


Cecil 


300 


jUO 


300 


. Metropolitan 


A i ft 

2.10 


2.74 


7 


Charles 


285 




ibi 


Metrooolitan 


f\ 1 A 

2.10 


2.80 


a 

y 


Dorchester 
jjr 


UO 


81 


81 


Iowa Tests of Basic Skill r 


1.92 


2.54 




Frederick ' 


135 


o2 


00 

82 


Iowa Tests of Basic Skills 


1.81 


2.60 


Q 

✓ 


Garrett 


. 160 




1 n 


Metropolitan 


0 1 A 

Z.IO 


ft AA 

2.80 


8 


Harford 


324 


1Q7 


1Q7 


Metropolitan 


0 Jtf\ 


0 1 A 

3,10 


8 , 


Howard 


0 


M 


m 




I* 


m 




Kent 


87 


■ 42 


42 


Metropolitan 


'2.30 


3.30 


11 


Montgomery 


435 


435 


435 


Stanford 


2.10 


2.64 


Q 

y 




1 337 


885 


885 


iowa lescs or casic sKUis 


1.92 


' 2.61 


9 


Queen Anne's 


98 


96 


96 


Metropolitan 


2.10 


2.60 


7 


St. Mary's 


260 


220 


220 


Stanford 


1.90 


2,40 


8 


'Somerset 


. 89 


59 


59 


Metropolitan 


2.30 


3.23 


12 


Talbot . 


0 


m 




■ 


m 






Washington 


273 


223 


223 


Iowa Tests of Basic Skills 


2.00 


2.80 


9 


^;Wicoraico 


161 


47 


47 


Metropolitan 


1.90 


2.50 


7 


Worcester 


190 


158 


158 


Iowa Tests of Basic Skills 


2.35 


2.91 


8 



















*No grade equivalent score conversion for pre-test results, 



Table 15. Standardized Test Results for Nonpublic School Participants 
in the Fiscal Year 19I5-ESEA Title 1 Prograa: 



Grade 1, Reading Comprehension 





Total 


, Number 




Grade 


Rate of 


Local Unit 


Number of 


of Pupils 


Test 


Equivalent 


•Growth 


Partici- 


in Sample 


Administered 


Mean 


jrer Year 


• 


pants in 












7in Mnq ) 




Program 


Pre-test 


Post-tesl 




Jre-test 


Post-test 


Allegany 


"13 . 


13 


. 13 


rLCLiUpUiluaU 




1,8 


10 


Anne Arundel 


18 


18 


18 


Metropolitan 




1,8 


10 


Baltimore City 


251 




. . * 


- ■ 


■ 


' ■ 


** 


Baltimore 


80 


38 ' 


38 


bates Macyinitle 


.9 


1.7 


10 


i>cij.vcrL 


Q 


m 


u 


n ' ' 


■ 




** 




u 


m 


m . 




■ 






Carroll 


1 


m 


m 


M 


■ 




** 


Cecil 


9 


9 


9 


Metropolitan 


.8 


1.8 


u 




99 


12 


12 


Metropolitan 


.8 


1.6 


10 


Dorchester 


0 


la 


■ 


M . . 


m 


■ ' 


• 


Frederick 


19 


m 




fictropoiican 


* 


1.8 


* 


Garrett 


0 


m 


■ 


■ 






to 


Harford 


7 




at 


m 






** 




D 




« 






■ 


** 


Kent 


n 




m 










Montgomery 


'o 




U 


m ' 




H 


«■! 


Prince George's 


74 


65 




ncLiupuiiuan 


.8 


1.8 




Queen Anne's 


0 ■ 




■ 










St, Mary's 


39 


m 




m 






** 


Somerset 


0 






m 








Talbot 


2 


*t ■ 


• 


m ' 






■kit 


Washington 


7 


: P 












Wicoiico 


0 


« 


■ 










Worcester 


0 












* ■ 



















, *Post-test results supplied only in grade equivalent score,' 
.*% standardized test data provided, 



Table 16. 



Standardized Test Results for Nonpublic School Participants 
in the Fiscal Year I975-ESEA Title 1 Program: 



Grade 2, Reading Comprehension 



........ . 


Total 


. Number 




Grade • 


Rate of 




Number of 


, of Pupils 


Test 


Equivalent 


Growth 


local ^n^^ 




in Sample 


iiominiSLsrcu 


Mean . 


rei lear 




















Proeram 


Pre-test 


post-test 




Pre-test 


Post-test 




Allegany 


17 


m 




I* 






* 


Anne Arundel 


34 


33 ■ 


33 


Metropolitan 


2.4 


3.2 


,11 


Baltimore City 


312 








■ * , 


« 


* 


Baltimore 


75 


71 


71 


Gates -MacGinitie 


1.5 


2.2 


9 


Calvert 


U 




« 


. « 




M ' 


. * 


Caroline 


0 






■" ■ ■ ^ 




W 


m 


Harr nl 1 


2 


- 


u 






H 




Cecil 


9 


9 


9 


Metropolitan 


1.7 


2.8 


u 


Charles 


19 


5 


5 


Metropolitan 


1.8 


2.3 


5 


Dorche^er 


0 


N 


• 




« 


m 




Frederick 


12 


9 




Metropolitan 


1.6 


2.1 


■5 




0 


- 






ki 


• 




Harford 


6 






w 


M 


■ 


* 


Howard 


5 




m 


w 


W 


■ 


* 


Kent 


0 


m 


m 




• 


M 


m 


Montgomery 


0 














Prince George's 


83 


80 


80 


Metropolitan 


1.8 : 


2.6 


10 


Queen Anne's 


■ 0 














St, Mary's ■ 


28 


29 


29 


Stanford 


1.8 


" . 2.3 


8 ' 


Somerset \ 


0 




m 






* 




Talbot 


10 




n 








* 


Washington 


2 












■ * 


;. Wicomico 


0 














.J5???lt?,?.,..,..,..'.,,.. 


■ 0 




• 



























00 



Table 17. Standardized Test Results for Nonpublic School Participants 
in the Fiscal Year 19?5-ESEA Title I Program: 



Grade 3, Reading Comprehension 





Total 


Number . 




Grade 


Rate of 




Number of 


of Pupils ■ 


. Test . 


Equivalent 


Growth 


Tnral tltiit 


Partid- 


in Sample ' 


Administered 


Mean ■ 


Per Year 
















(10 Mos.^ 






Pre-test 


Post-test 




Pre-test 


?ost'test 




Allegany 


14 


'8 


■ 8 


Iowa Tests of Basic Skills 


2.6 


3.2 


7 


Anne Arundel 


27 


27 


27 


Metropolitan 


3.2 


.: 3.4 


3 


Baltimore City 


. 284 


m 


- 











Baltimore 


70 


57 


57 


Gates-MacGinitie 


2.2 


2.7 


6 


Calvert 


10 










!■ 


* 


Caroline 


0 




m 


m 




- m 


H 




0 


■ 


m 






■k 


W 


Cecil , 


12 


12 


12 


Metropolitan 


2,3 


3.1 


8 


Charles 


24 


7 


7 


Metropolitan 


2.5 


3.5 


10 


Dorchestjjip' 


0 






m 




m 




Frederick 


21 


M 


« 


m 




H 


* 




0 


H 




m 








Harford 


3 


H 


m 


m 






* 


Howard 


0 


■ 




m 




m 


m 


Kent 


0 


to 




m 






m 


Monteomerv 


0 


m 


m 






m 


'H 


Prince George's 


74 


64 


64 


Metropolitan 


2.3' 


2.9 


8 ' 


Queen Anne's 


0 


m 




It 






H 


St, Mary's 


23 ■ 


' 23 


23 


Stanford 


2.1 


2.5 


7 


Somerset 


0 




«■ 


m 






m 


Talbot 


0 




m 






m 


u 


Washington 


7 


5, 


5 


Iowa Testa of Basic Skills 


3.1 


3.6 




.iJicomico 


0 






m 








:lWorcester 


.,:.,.o 


■ 


m ' 






u 






*No standardized test data provided, 



